GOOD conservation is sound management based on good science and a thorough understanding of the natural history of the organisms and systems being managed. Even doing nothing, as some advocate for wilderness, is a management decision and one which should have its foundations in science and natural history. This idea that conservation management should have a strong scientific and natural history basis is a recurrent theme of Duffy and Kraus (2008) in their analysis of conservation management in Hawaii. It is a theme that I cannot disagree with, nor can I disagree with Duffy and Kraus when they argue that natural history knowledge is not appreciated and that there is a failure to include scientific knowledge in management decisions. I don't have to live and work in Hawaii to reach this view; not much is different in Australia.
As on the Hawaiian islands, modern Australian landscapes have been shaped by humans. Human history in Australia is much older than Hawaii, by about 40,000 years or so, but in both places indigenous people had significant impacts on the landscape, its ecosystems and the flora and fauna followed only in the last few centuries by European cultural and ecological dominance (e.g., Duffy and Kraus 2008; Flannery 1994; Steadman 2006) . As Duffy and Kraus (2008) describe for Hawaii, changed fire regimes, feral animals, weeds and alien pathogens pose significant threats to Australia's biota, while agriculture, pastoralism and urbanization have cleared, replaced and degraded virtually all of Australia's native vegetation (Recher and Lim 1990) . As in Hawaii, extinction and loss of biodiversity has been common in Australia, but largely undocumented. It is undocumented because the vast majority of Australia's biodiversity are invertebrates, fungi and other non-vascular plants and these are poorly known (e.g., Majer et al. 1994; Ponder and Lunney 1999) . Using birds as his focal organisms, Steadman (2006) has comprehensively summarized these impacts for the tropical Pacific.
The parallels between Australia and Hawaii are too easy to draw. Both are dominated by economic interests and have a history of governments and people with little regard for or understanding of the environment, much less the native biota. Conservation is dominated by special interest groups, both NGO's and government agencies, with an anthropocentric focus and a primary concern for personal welfare, power and recreation (see Recher 1996 Recher , 1997a Recher ,b, 1998a for an expansion of these ideas). In Australia, the reserve system is just as easily described as a 'system of playgrounds' as a 'system of conservation reserves' (see Recher 2002a,b,c) . Hawaii and Australia have a long history of conservation, with large conservation management organizations and abundant regulations to protect and manage the natural environment and its flora and fauna. Both have a long history of biological and ecological research and have conservation biologists known and respected throughout the world. In Australia and Hawaii, large sums of money are spent in the name of conservation. Yet both societies have failed to prevent continued extinctions and the loss biodiversity. In the face of global climate change, expanding human populations and the insatiable demands for resources, both confront a bleak environmental future and every likelihood of further extinctions of the indigenous biota (Duffy and Kraus 2008; Recher and Lim 1990; Recher 1999 Recher , 2002c . The magnitude of the conservation problems confronting Hawaii and Australia are seemingly insurmountable: the challenge too great, the time too short.
Yet this need not be the future. Duffy and Kraus (2008) focus on the conservation research agenda in what they call "creating a climate for the soluble". In doing so, they identify the way in which conservation biology research is prioritized and conducted and its results applied to conservation management as impediments to reversing the trend of extinctions among Hawaii's indigenous biota and restoring natural ecosystems. This is not to say there are not other problems, ecological, social, economic and political, challenging conservation efforts, just that Duffy and Kraus (2008) see conservation research in Hawaii as failing to meet the needs of conservation. Duffy and Kraus (2008) propose a strategy to create a more effective research environment, one which will directly address the immediate needs of conservation management. They propose to 1) encourage research with specific, solvable problems, 2) direct research and student training at practical (real world) problems, 3) ensure that research is published (see Recher 1992a Recher , 1998c Recher and Ehrlich 1999; Wills and Hobbs 1998 for discussions of the problem of science communication and student training in Australia), 4) extend peer review to management practices to ensure that the best science is being used, 4) establish field stations for research in major ecosystems, 5) target funding at problem solving research 
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6 with the aim of closing critical gaps in knowledge, and, 6) encourage "hypothesis-driven research on basic and applied conservation problems". The argument is that "Hawaii's conservation problems are solvable . . . by sustained informed action taken now." I find little to disagree with and there is much that would be equally useful in Australia in what Duffy and Kraus (2008) propose.
Duffy and Kraus (2008) echo many of the concerns I have heard expressed about conservation and conservation research in Australia. Many are the concerns I've expressed myself over a number of decades (e.g., Recher 1976 Recher , 1992b Recher , 1994 Recher , 1998a Recher ,b,c, 2002a . Effective longterm conservation needs to be holistic. Nowhere is this more important than Australia where the prevalence of drought and low primary productivity mean that many, perhaps most, plants and animals are always at risk of populations declining to low levels for reasons unrelated to human activities (ignoring human induced global warming). When coupled with the clearing, fragmentation and degradation of native vegetation, fragile populations and variable resource productivity consign much of Australia's biota to the evolutionary scrap heap in the face of global warming, expanding human populations and our seemingly insatiable demands for resources. Much of the biota is never abundant and a significant proportion of the vertebrate fauna relies on resources that are spatially and temporally variable (Gilmore et al. 2007 ). This may also be the case for many invertebrates and plants, but to my knowledge, this aspect of their ecology has never been seriously considered by either conservation biologists or conservation managers. It has not been a consideration in creating a reserve system (Recher 2007) , nor has encouraging the kinds of natural history research necessary to understand the continental biology of its biota been a priority among either academics or funding agencies (see Steadman 2006 for an American perspective on this). This does mean that the situation in Australia is anymore hopeless than in Hawaii.
The strategy proposed by Duffy and Kraus (2008) for Hawaii, if applied to Australia would do much to create a new conservation environment on this continent. Already a peak conservation group, The Wilderness Society of Australia, has moved to adopt sound science as the basis for its new generation of conservation initiatives and is an active partner in 'hypothesisdriven research on basic and applied conservation problems' through its WildCountry Scientific Council (see Recher 2003; Soule et al. 2004 ). WildCountry takes a holistic approach to biodiversity conservation and represents an important shift away from species-specific conservation management. As Duffy and Kraus (2008) elegantly express it ". . .funding is directed at species with the least likelihood of recovery success. . .", noting that this is in contrast to the model for public health where the goal is ". . .to save the most people, not the sickest". McIntyre et al. (1992) put the same argument for Australia, but without noticeable change in either the activities of government conservation management agencies, environmental groups or the public. All continue to weep over the threats to individual animals and single, usually charismatic, species, while remaining largely ignorant of the mass loss of individuals and biodiversity through inappropriate and unfocused land reservation and conservation management. As Duffy and Kraus (2008) advocate for Hawaii, Australia needs a sea change in its approach to biodiversity conservation and the way in which conservation related biological research is funded, conducted and communicated. We still have a bit of time, and we have the knowledge and resources, but we lack the leadership. Without leadership, the challenge is too great, the time too short.
